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LETTER  OF  TRANSMITTAL 


Mrs.  E.  Grace  McCauley, 

Secretary  of  Welfare, 

Harrisburg,  Pennsylvania. 

Dear  Mrs.  McCauley : 

Complying  with  the  requirements  of  the  Mothers’  Assistance 
Fund  Law  (1919  P.  L.  893,  Section  18)  there  is  transmitted  herewith 
the  biennial  report  of  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  to  the  General 
Assembly  of  Pennsylvania. 

Blanche  E.  Stauffer, 

Acting  State  Supervisor 


Mothers’  Assistance  Fund 


REPORT  OF  THE  MOTHERS’  ASSISTANCE  FUND,  1928 


To  the  Members  of  the  General  Assembly  of  Pennsylvania: 

In  accordance  with  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  Law  (1919 
P.  L.  No.  893,  Section  18)  the  State  Supervisor  herewith  presents 
“a  detailed  report  of  the  number  of  beneficiaries,  the  amount 
expended,  and  the  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  the  system, 
with  recommendations  for  improvement.” 

APPROPRIATION 

Beginning  with  $200,000  in  1913,  the  state  appropriation  has 
grown  gradually.  An  increase  of  $1,000,000  made  by  the  Gen- 
eral Assembly  at  its  last  session  provides  a state  appropriation  of 
$2,750,000  for  the  present  biennium.  When  the  apportionment 
to  each  county  is  matched  by  the  county  treasurer,  a total  appro- 
priation of  $2,750,000  per  year  from  state  and  county  funds  is 
available,  less  the  amount  assigned  for  the  expenses  of  the  State 
Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  office. 

COUNTIES  UNDER  ORGANIZATION 

At  present  57  of  the  67  counties  have  availed  themselves  of 
the  provisions  of  the  law.  Snyder  County  was  the  last  to  join 
the  group,  organizing  in  May,  1928.  Four  or  five  other  counties 
are  interested,  but  have  not  yet  been  prepared  to  match  the 
funds  appropriated  by  the  Commonwealth. 

FAMILIES  AND  CHILDREN  BENEFITED 

The  total  number  of  families  receiving  grants  at  the  end  of 
the  biennium,  May  31,  1928,  was  5,278.  The  children  in  these 
families  under  16  years  of  age  numbered  17,547.  This  is  an 
increase  of  1,817  families  over  the  number  assisted  in  the  corre- 
sponding month  of  the  previous  biennium.  The  state  and  county 
pay  roll  for  May,  1928,  was  $204,787,  the  average  grant  per 
family  per  month  being  $38.80.  The  average  grant  per  child 
per  month  was  $11.80. 
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STANDARDS  OF  WORK 


The  increased  appropriation  made  by  the  Legislature  April  13, 
1927,  caused  the  volume  of  work  to  grow  considerably  in  all 
counties.  There  was,  first  of  all,  the  necessity  for  investigating 
as  rapidly  as  possible  the  large  number  of  applicants  on  the 
waiting  list  in  order  that  assistance  might  be  granted,  with  a 
minimum  of  delay,  to  as  many  families  who  were  still  eligible 
as  the  fund  would  provide  for.  The  new  families  taken  on  added 
as  a matter  of  course  to  the  burden  of  supervision.  However, 
the  appropriation  made  available  larger  funds  for  administration, 
making  it  possible  for  boards  to  enlarge  their  staffs  in  a number 
of  counties.  The  opportunity  was  also  given  to  the  boards  to 
increase  the  effectiveness  of  their  service  to  families  by  greater 
skill  in  investigation  and  supervision,  through  the  employment 
of  trained  persons  experienced  in  family  work. 

Philadelphia  and  Allegheny  Counties  both  increased  their  per- 
manent staffs  and  in  addition  took  on  temporary  workers  in 
order  to  complete  investigations  of  the  waiting  list  with  a mini- 
mum of  delay.  In  20  other  counties,  21  additional  workers  were 
employed.  Where  vacancies  have  occurred  on  staffs  during  the 
biennium,  for  the  most  part  they  have  been  filled  by  trained 
social  case  workers.  At  the  present  time,  35  county  boards  are 
employing  family  workers,  the  total  number  throughout  the  state 
being  74  full  time  and  22  part  time  workers. 

In  Lackawanna  and  Luzerne  Counties,  both  counties  of  the 
third  class,  a complete  reorganization  of  the  staffs  has  taken 
place,  and  in  other  counties  of  this  class,  additions  to  the  staffs 
have  been  made. 

Nine  counties  of  the  fourth  class  have  each  added  to  their 
staffs  of  one,  a part  time  worker  who  operates  on  a half  time 
basis  with  an  adjoining  county.  These  counties  are  Beaver, 
Chester,  Dauphin,  Delaware,  Lancaster,  Lehigh,  Northampton, 
Northumberland  and  York. 

Of  the  15  fifth  class  counties,  seven  are  employing  part  time 
workers.  In  five  of  these,  local  people  have  been  secured.  In 
Armstrong  and  Indiana  Counties,  a trained  case  worker  divides 
her  time  between  the  two  counties.  Other  fifth  class  counties 
are  interested  in  raising  their  standards  of  work  through  trained 
service.  However,  owing  to  their  large  waiting  lists,  they  prefer 
to  use  as  much  as  possible  of  their  administrative  money  for 
grants  during  this  biennium. 
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Three  of  the  sixth  class  counties  now  employ  part  time  work- 
ers. Each  of  these  workers  is  operating  on  a one-fourth  time 
schedule. 

One  county  of  the  seventh  class,  Juniata,  has  only  recently 
engaged  the  part  time  services  of  a local  person  to  take  over  the 
work  of  family  visiting  on  the  same  plan  as  that  followed  in 
the  sixth  class  counties. 

With  each  additional  year  of  supervision,  the  members  of  the 
staff  in  the  state  office  have  found  in  increasing  numbers,  in  the 
smaller  and  more  rural  counties,  families  showing  problems  which 
require  the  utmost  skill  in  treatment.  The  work  in  many  of 
these  counties  is  carried  on  exclusively  by  the  trustees,  who  are 
doing  exceedingly  able  work  along  health  and  educational  lines. 
They  are,  however,  not  trained  to  recognize  symptoms  of  diffi- 
cult conditions  in  process  of  development  and  as  a consequence, 
complex  problems  are  constantly  resulting.  Furthermore,  it  is 
not  possible  for  the  staff  members  of  the  state  office  to  spend 
an  extended  period  of  time  in  any  one  county  in  order  to  carry 
out  a plan  of  treatment  where  there  are  difficult  family  and 
community  problems.  In  order  to  meet  this  situation,  at  least 
partially,  and  to  give  the  trustees  further  insight  into  the 
technique  of  social  work,  in  January,  1928,  an  itinerant  worker 
was  engaged  who  may  be  called  upon  to  give  service  to  the  rural 
boards  for  periods  in  proportion  to  their  financial  ability.  She 
works  under  the  direction  of  the  State  Supervisor  and  makes 
reports  of  her  studies  to  the  state  office,  as  do  other  members 
of  the  field  staff,  but  her  salary  and  expenses  are  met  by  the 
individual  county  boards  employing  her. 

So  far,  the  itinerant  worker  has  spent  from  one  to  three 
months  in  Clinton,  Somerset  and  Franklin  Counties.  Lebanon 
and  Center  will  follow  and  it  is  possible  that  before  the  first 
year’s  work  is  completed,  other  counties  will  be  interested  in 
securing  her  services.  The  plan  has  passed  beyond  the  experi- 
mental stage  and  seems  to  be  working  out  quite  satisfactorily  in 
every  county  where  it  has  been  tried  and  will,  perhaps,  lead  the 
boards  of  trustees  to  join  with  boards  in  adjoining  counties,  or 
with  the  authorities  administering  poor  relief  of  the  same  county, 
in  the  employment  of  permanent  workers. 

The  interest  of  the  trustees  and  workers  in  high  standards  of 
service  is  growing  rapidly  as  is  demonstrated  by  increasing 
numbers  attending  the  various  institutes  held  in  connection  with 
the  Pennsylvania  Conference  on  Social  Welfare. 
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NEEDS  NOT  MET  BY  THE  PROVISIONS  OF  THE  LAW 
AND  THE  PRESENT  APPROPRIATION  WITH 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

THE  WAITING  LIST 

A.  Recapitulation  of  the  waiting  list  figures  of  the,  previous 

biennium 

On  May  31,  1926,  3,481  families  were  receiving  assistance  and 
nearly  3,700  other  families  which  had  applied  had  not  yet  been 
considered  by  the  boards,  owing  to  lack  of  funds.  It  is  generally 
the  policy  of  the  trustees  to  consider  families  in  the  order  of 
their  application  and  to  investigate  each  family  when  its  turn 
is  reached  on  the  waiting  list.  From  the  experience  of  the  past, 
it  had  been  estimated  that  about  two-thirds  of  the  waiting  list 
families  are  found  to  be  eligible  for  assistance  when  their  cir- 
cumstances are  investigated.  The  estimated  eligible  waiting 
list  June  1,  1926  was,  therefore,  about  2,400  families. 

On  May  31,  1928,  all  but  69  of  the  families  who  had  applied 
prior  to  May  31,  1926,  had  been  disposed  of.  They  had  been 
dismissed  from  the  waiting  list,  were  found  to  have  become  in- 
eligible when  their  turns  had  been  reached  on  the  waiting  list 
or  they  had  been  granted  assistance,  either  from  the  $1,000,000 
increase  in  appropriation  or  had  been  given  the  place  of  others 
dropped  from  the  pay  roll  because  they  no  longer  needed  financial 
help. 

B.  The  present  waiting  list 

A total  of  5,687  applications  came  to  the  attention  of  the  boards 
of  trustees  during  the  biennium  ending  May  31,  1928.  This 
number,  when  compared  with  figures  for  the  previous  biennium, 
shows  an  increase  of  898  applications. 

Seventeen  hundred  one  of  the  5,687  applications  received  be- 
tween June  1,  1926,  and  May  31,  1928,  were  dismissed  after 
investigation.  The  main  reasons  for  dismissal  were:  The  fami- 
lies had  relatives  who  were  legally  responsible  for  their  support; 
they  had  excess  property  and  money;  or  the  mother  was  receiv- 
ing compensation  for  the  death  of  her  husband.  In  other  in- 
stances, the  investigation  revealed  that  the  mother  was  an 
improper  guardian,  was  mentally  or  physically  incapacitated  or 
was  tubercular.  There  were  also  some  cases  where  the  mother 
refused  to  comply  with  state  policies.  In  149  instances,  assist- 
ance was  granted  by  the  trustees,  but  the  grant  was  cancelled 
during  the  biennial  period  for  reasons  similar  to  those  given 
above. 
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In  addition,  339  families  became  ineligible  after  filing  the 
application,  most  of  them  because  of  reasons  such  as  the  death 
or  remarriage  of  the  mother,  or  the  removal  of  the  family  from 
the  county.  In  a number  of  cases  the  children  had  passed  beyond 
the  age  of  16  years  and  in  others  the  home  had  been  broken  up. 

Those  who  were  granted  assistance  and  whose  names  were 
still  on  the  pay  roll  May  31,  1928,  numbered  1,606. 

The  disposition  of  applications  during  the  biennium,  therefore, 
according  to  the  above  analysis,  totals  3,795.  To  the  remaining 
1,892  families,  which  constitute  the  waiting  list,  should.be  added 
the  69  families  left  over  from  the  previous  biennium,  giving  a 
total  of  1,961  families  which  could  not  be  granted  assistance, 
because  of  inadequate  funds.  Of  this  number,  391  families  had 
been  investigated  May  31.  The  circumstances  of  the  remaining 
1,570  had  not  yet  been  investigated,  as  funds  available  at  that 
time  were  not  sufficient  to  allow  the  addition  to  the  pay  roll  of 
new  families. 

APPORTIONMENTS 

In  former  reports,  attention  has  been  called  to  the  need  for  a 
change  in  the  system  of  apportionments,  because  of  the  fact  that 
the  distribution  of  the  fund  has  not  for  some  time  been  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  needs  of  the  individual  counties. 

A.  Present  method  of  apportionment 

The  distribution  of  the  fund  is  at  present  based  on  a classifica- 
tion of  counties  according  to  population,  with  some  account  being 
given,  in  the  percentage  allowed  the  different  classes,  to  the 
greater  need  in  the  counties  with  large  industrial  centers.  The 
following  table  shows  the  classes,  the  population  range  and  the 
percentage  allowed  each  class: 
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VII  Under  1%  $3,648.07  Fund:  $3,283.27  $273.60  Cameron,  Forest,  Fulton,  Juniata,  Monroe,  Montour, 

25,000  Office:  364.80  30.40  Perry,  Pike,  Potter,  Snyder,  Sullivan,  Union, 


There  has  long  been  in  the  minds  of  the  trustees  and  the 
State  Supervisor,  the  need  for  a change  in  the  method  of  the 
apportionment  which  would  allow  a more  equitable  distribution 
of  the  fund  among  the  various  types  of  counties. 

The  weakness  of  the  present  system  lies  in  the  fact  that  there 
is  a wide  variation  in  the  number  of  applications  for  aid  in  coun- 
ties of  the  same  class  and,  therefore,  receiving  the  same  appro- 
priation. For  example,  Berks  County,  which  falls  in  the  third 
class,  was  assisting  161  families  May  31,  1928,  and  there  were 
six  other  families  on  the  waiting  list  who  could  be  taken  care  of 
with  the  present  appropriation  as  soon  as  investigations  were 
completed.  In  the  same  class,  Lackawanna  and  Luzerne  Coun- 
ties had  respectively  217  and  200  families  on  the  pay  roll  as  of 
the  above  date,  with  271  and  207  on  the  waiting  list.  In  these 
two  counties  the  trustees  had  not  been  able  to  take  on  the  pay 
roll  any  families  who  had  applied  in  1927  and  1928.  Westmore- 
land and  Schuylkill,  in  the  same  classification,  were  caring  for 
216  and  212  families  and  had  110  and  49  families  on  the  waiting 
list,  which  could  not  be  aided  because  there  were  no  funds. 

Table  II,  columns  2 and  3,  page  15,  gives  the  number  of  fami- 
lies receiving  assistance  and  also  the  number  of  families  on  the 
waiting  list  county  by  county  May  31,  1928. 

These  examples  illustrate  the  discrepancies  between  the  need 
and  apportionment.  Similar  conditions  prevail  throughout  the 
other  classes  of  counties,  as  shown  by  this  table.  With  the  in- 
creased appropriation  in  consecutive  bienniums  the  waiting  list 
has  been  reduced,  but  the  discrepancies  between  need  and  appor- 
tionment county  by  county  have  increased.  At  no  time  has  the 
appropriation  been  large  enough  to  take  care  of  the  waiting  list 
in  all  of  the  counties,  while  at  the  same  time  there  are  counties 
in  which  the  appropriation  is  adequate  to  provide  for  all  families 
as  they  apply  and  still  others  which  cannot  use  their  entire 
apportionment. 

After  a most  careful  analysis  of  the  whole  situation  in  an 
effort  to  decide  upon  an  appropriation  adequate  to  provide  for  all 
families  eligible  under  the  law,  the  conclusion  was  reached  that 
no  accurate  estimate  could  be  made  to  cover  the  need  county  by 
county  so  long  as  the  present  method  of  apportionment  is  main- 
tained, and  that  the  time  has  arrived  when  a complete  change 
should  be  made  in  the  method  of  distribution. 
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B.  Proposed  method  of  apportionment 

The  result  of  the  study  has  led  to  the  belief  that  the  only 
equitable  method  of  apportionment  is  one  which  is  based  upon 
the  need  presented  in  the  individual  counties.  A procedure, 
which  will  give  effect  to  such  distribution,  has  been  developed  in 
the  Department  of  Welfare  and  an  outline  of  the  method  is  made 
a part  of  this  report.  The  underlying  thought  in  drawing  up  this 
formula  was  to  develop  a means  of  determining  the  need  in  each 
county  and  then  set  -up  a budget  to  meet  that  need.  As  a pre- 
liminary step  in  this  direction,  a study  was  made  of  the  history 
of  each  county,  relative  to  the  number  and  amount  of  grants 
made,  the  number  receiving  grants  during  stated  periods,  the 
number  on  the  active  and  waiting  lists  and  the  relative  increases 
or  decreases  in  demand. 

It  was  found  in  most  instances  that  the  natural  increases  in 
the  active  lists  were  almost  wholly  contingent  upon  the  funds 
available,  rather  than  the  existent  demand.  This  was  likewise 
reflected  in  the  relative  waiting  lists.  Therefore,  the  proper 
basis  for  the  measure  of  a budget  requires  a consideration  of  not 
only  the  average  normal  increase  of  the  active  list,  but  also  a 
like  consideration  of  the  waiting  list. 

The  waiting  lists  are  composed  of  investigated  and  uninvesti- 
gated applications,  and  are  for  that  reason  subject  to  some 
shrinkage  in  determining  an  accurate  number  of  eligibles  from 
the  lists.  A study  covering  a period  of  several  years  was  made 
of  certain  representative  counties,  and  from  this  was  developed  a 
percentage  figure  that  has  been  used  to  determine  the  shrinkage. 

In  the  preparation  of  the  indicated  budget,  the  number  of 
families  to  make  provision  for  were  arrived  at  as  follows: 

The  active  list  at  May  31,  1928,  plus  the  normal  average  in- 
crease of  a two  year  period,  or  where  the  adjusted  waiting  list 
was  greater  than  the  normal  increase  the  former  figure  was  used. 
To  the  number  thus  arrived  at  was  applied  the  average  rate  per 
family  per  month  of  the  last  fiscal  year,  the  result  being  the 
estimated  county  budget,  after  making  allowance  of  10%  for 
county  administrative  purposes. 

Table  II,  page  15,  gives  the  average  monthly  grant,  families 
to  be  considered,  amounts  needed  for  grants  and  administration 
county  by  county  and  total  appropriation  needed  for  the  organ- 
ized counties.  The  total  budget  necessary  to  allow  aid  to  all 
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eligible  families  at  the  rate  of  grant  prevailing  in  each  county 
for  the  year  ending  May  31,  1928,  is  thus  shown  to  be  $3,- 
437,522.67.  To  this  amount  should  be  added  $60,000  to  allow 
for  the  organization  of  the  ten  counties  which  have  not  as  yet 
accepted  the  provisions  of  the  law,  and  for  the  upkeep  of  the 
state  office.  The  total  need  would,  therefore,  require  an  appro- 
priation of  $3,497,522.67. 

INCREASE  IN  THE  PRESENT  MAXIMUM  GRANT 

Studies  made  prior  to  the  last  meeting  of  the  Legislature 
revealed  the  fact  that  the  present  maximum  grant  is  only  about 
70%  adequate  to  meet  the  minimum  needs  of  the  family  having 
no  other  source  of  income.  More  recent  studies  show  that  the 
present  maximum  grant  is  sufficiently  large  to  provide  adequately 
for  only  about  50%  of  the  families  receiving  assistance.  The 
following  methods  of  changing  the  grant,  so  as  to  provide  a 
more  adequate  allowance  for  the  individual  family,  have  been 
suggested : 

1.  Proposal  of  Dr.  I.  M.  Rubinow,  Director,  Jewish  Welfare 
Society:* 

For  the  first  child,  $85 
For  the  second  child,  $20 
For  the  third  and  fourth  child,  $15 
For  each  additional  child,  $15 

This  proposal  would  allow  for  a grant  of  $85  for  the  family  of 
four  children,  as  against  the  present  maximum  grant  of  $50  for 
a family  of  this  size. 

2.  Auxiliary  grant 

Retention  of  the  present  allowance,  amending  the  law  to  pro- 
vide for  a supplementary  grant  of  not  over  $30  per  family.  This 
would  permit  a maximum  grant  of  $80  for  a family  of  four  chil- 
dren under  special  circumstances. 

3.  The  proposal  to  do  away  with  legal  limitation 

The  minimum  necessity  budget  plan,  provides  for  the  allow- 
ance of  a grant  based  on  the  need  as  shown  by  the  use  of  the 
family  budget  adopted  by  the  state  office. 

Details  of  these  three  proposed  methods  for  amending  the  law 
are  given  in  the  1926  biennial  report  of  the  State  Supervisor  to 
the  Legislature. 
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This  biennium  a fourth  method  is  offered  for  consideration. 
It  provides  for  the  retention  of  the  present  legal  maximum  but 
gives  to  the  boards  of  trustees,  in  any  case  in  which  the  present 
maximum  grant  is  not  adequate  to  meet  the  minimum  necessi- 
ties of  normal  family  life,  the  power  to  add  to  the  grant  a sum 
sufficient  to  cover  the  deficit  between  the  family  budget  and  the 
income. 

Either  of  the  latter  two  methods  will  allow  the  boards  of 
trustees  latitude  in  the  making  of  grants  more  in  accordance 
with  the  individual  family  need.  The  minimum  necessity  budget 
plan  is  undoubtedly  the  ideal  method  of  applying  Mothers’ 
Assistance  and  it  is  hoped  that  some  time  in  the  future  the  law 
may  be  amended  to  allow  the  trustees  to  operate  on  this  basis. 
Any  one  of  the  other  three  proposals  would  be  a forward  step. 


* For  further  details  see  Report  of  the  Mothers’  Assistance  Fund  to  the 
General  Assembly  of  Pennsylvania,  1924,  Department  of  Welfare  Bulletin 
No.  14,  page  24. 
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TABLE  II.  Shows  the  Average  Monthly  Grant  per  Family;  Total  Number  of  Families  Receiving  Aid  May  31,  1928;  Families 
on  the  Waiting  List;  Total  Number  of  Families  to  be  Considered;  Amounts  Needed  for  Grants  and  Administration 
County  by  County;  Total  Appropriation  Needed  for  the  Organized  Counties. 
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TABLE  II.  Shows  the  Average  Monthly  Grant  per  Family;  Total  Number  of  Families  Receiving  Aid  May  31,  1928;  Families 
on  the  Waiting  List;  Total  Number  of  Families  to  be  Considered;  Amounts  Needed  for  Grants  and  Administration 
County  by  County;  Total  Appropriation  Needed  for  the  Organized  Counties. 
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^Organized  for  only  one  month  of  the  fiscal  year. 


